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The national voice of the marine charter industry
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June 26, 2003

Document Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773] =&/ (»
U.S. Dept. of Transportation
400 Seventh St., S.W.

Room PL-401

Washington, DC 20590-0001

RE: Supplementary Comments on Chemical Testing Following Serious Marine
Incidents

The National Marine Charter Association (NMCA), the national voice for the full
spectrum of the marine charter industry, including sport fishing, sailing, excursion,
ecotour/sightseeing, yacht and water taxis, wishes to provide an addendum to our previous
comments, submitted on May 7, 2003. )

In NMCA’s initial comments to the docket opposing the Coast Guard’s proposal to require
all vessels to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew be trained
in their use, the association contended that the proposal is contrary to Congressional intent,
would have a negative impact upon the small businesses that make up the marine charter
industry, and is impractical from the standpoints of device storage, test administration and
accuracy of results. The vast majority of companies comprising this industry truly define
“small business,” both in terms of annual revenue and number of employees. To further
bolster its position, NMCA undertook a petition effort to gauge the level of concern within
the marine charter industry with this proposal.

The results were overwhelming with 215 companies returning petitions in a two-week
period. Clearly, the industry believes that the proposed rule needs to be revised so that the
Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious marine incident alcohol testing in cases where
those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained professionals within the statutory
time limit. Again, this will ensure that the tests are correctly administered, collected and
analyzed to yield the accuracy necessary to maintain the integrity of the chemical testing
program. A secondary benefit will be to relieve small marine firms from a costly burden
that they can ill afford, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

On behalf of the 215 concerned members of the marine charter industry, NMCA is
attaching the returned petitions as an exhibit to this extension of comments. If you should
have any questions regarding NMCA’s position, do not hesitate to contact me on (703)
519-1714.

Sincerely,

L ~-\( Do
Brian K. Lagana
Director of Government Affairs

Enclosures: 215 industry petitions
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Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. rlyhis would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends. :

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that ::1dequate1t{'/l trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely, i
= —
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City: . g_:t Q"J ) ol State V; Zip Code: {)OX‘QX

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. 'l}i\is would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with prcgper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. l'lyhis would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends. :

2. Congressional Intent: Con%ress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,

sipare oo Nl ¢ o QR Nawe Capr, G s or)
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD



N/VICS, Yetional Marine.

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. El}i\is would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. [ oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,

Signature: /‘O/\ (AX‘/ Name: );\ € /.})Q ¢
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. ?iﬁs would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. [ oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “..the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequateltil1 trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
A
ef oy _ .
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. ?iiis would im7pose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

T want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcoho! testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. El}ilis would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. [ oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t¥1e accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,

/) v yaw,
Signature:f™ 24 4 > j/ ’ (1(//(/‘ u/% Name: [ et . (9 . q-(,{:«d (4¢ f’}f}

T e i
Business: B il EIC {4 T

City: LA O AUALY State F . Zip Code: 3D {1

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. flyhis would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. [ oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends. :

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast %}uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usaﬁ:e, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

[ want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. Erlyhis would im7pose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usaie, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisherias and Chair, Coast Guard and
Coast Guard Subcommittee Matitime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.8. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002
- Docket Management Facility

[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., 5.W.,, Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a propesed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board af all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. 1oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR QFPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “..the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices) could still be too expensive far the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and castly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congess’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S, Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident aleohol
testing. The Coast Guara is the lead marine incident response aFency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Colleciion and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Sclution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itselt conducts post-serious
marine incident aleohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land b¥ trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden

from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guacd itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL QUT, SIGN AND RETURN IT TO NMCA BY JUNE 20, 2003 IN ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO
CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and - Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast éuard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. rE[yhis would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast %uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially smali
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends. :

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are cali'able of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELCPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would im7pose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice {USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequatelﬁ trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would im7pose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD




N’m National Marine,
Charter Association
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Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation
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Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. ?ilis would im}aose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. 1 oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t{\e accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would im7pose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially snrall
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast %uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality (?ontrol and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the state§ time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
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Docket Management Facility
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., SW., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
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Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
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Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
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Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. Erl}ilis would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. | oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.
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United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. E’l‘}ilis would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. [ oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are calioable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. ?{'ﬁs would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would im7pose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. [ oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. "rl}i'\is would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with pr(:fer training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proCFer training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequateg‘ trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. ?iﬁs would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper {raining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

[ want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
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United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast %uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,

sigaure, M@ Moy vone: (0, pa CLAM

Business: /——Z_[Ac L At 55 y 224 CESTJN <
City;jaﬁj [l {D_‘Zc ANé S State SC Zip Code: 27677

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD




NNm National Marine,
Charter Association

Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773) was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipged, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4, Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca;{able of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
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Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for' the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
qualigi control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. ?,his would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. [ oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are ca};able of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. {lyhis would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. 1 oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “..the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
qualilg control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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Hon. Olympia . Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and
Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
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Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002
- Docket Management Facility
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alc?:hol testing measures fo&loarin§ a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to car?;\alcohnl screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to

be trained in their use. is would ix;;gose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public

comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:
1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this irement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs iAlcohol

Screening Devices) could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and

owners,” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of

the devices as their shelf-life ends.
2, Congressional Intent: Con ’ infent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcahol
‘ testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usagséand storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test inistrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

fwant to urge you to supg:rt revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself canducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN IT TO NMCA BY JUNE 20, 2003 IN ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO

CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo

Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and
Coast Guard Subcommittee

United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510-1903

Chair, Coast Guard and

Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to caniy alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. Ioppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipged, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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Zip Code:
PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.5. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs[Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. lrI}iﬁs would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2, Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to car alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. ?,his would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “..the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carEIy alcohol screening devices on board af all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are eq‘uip(}:aed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
qualilgr control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and
Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1503 Washington, DC 20515-3002
Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]
U.S, Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., SW.,, Rm. PL401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a propased U.S. Coast Guard re?uirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels_. |
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all imes, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. x’Hﬁ.is would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
conunent. T oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices)] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends. - :

2." Congressional Intent: Con ' intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S, Coast ;uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident respanse agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federalstes rules. Coast Guard
vessels are eciuip d, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests,

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for'the Marine Envitonment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid

- i ation in the accuracy of the devices. -

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
qualﬂg control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are cagable of producing a false
nagative result, pmvydes only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative

meagure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation testbya, . .
more expensive testing device, can the cettainty of the resulis be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to supgort revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident aleohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionially, it will ramove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. ?,his would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. ] oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

1 want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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Hon. Olympia ]. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chait, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002
Docket Management Facility
{USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation
400 Seventh St.,, SW., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
_ implement new post-accident ajcohol testing measures following a serlous marine incident. All vessels - .
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board af all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. is would u;\%osc a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION: :

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends. :

2. Congressional Intent: Co; s’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Euard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are eciuipged, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid

: disintegration in the accuracy of the devices. »

4, Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel? . H

S. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation testby a

“more expenisive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol tesgn in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing px\:gram, Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged. r

Sincerely,

Name: ~ . T-DC/;Y
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
qualig/ control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,

Signm %4%/ Name: Ton 7, %4
Business: M %ﬁ (3. s &&/fgl/ =
City: E/jvi/lh Stateﬁ/% Zip Code: HL]/D\}{

PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. 'rl}i\is would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. Ioppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast %uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipé)ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with prog)er training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,

DDA~ iy Dathrs
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. {l}ilis would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequzzltel&rl trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, QOceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St,, S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. 'I}ilis would im7pose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. [ oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends. :

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response a ency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Chair, QOceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002
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400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. 1"Fi\is would im7pose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast %uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide t¥\e accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,

Signature{)({:l ; b(\ﬁi (pt ) M(i_ﬁ 7 Qﬂ/ Name: Z BLGI,\)LEU D@MZ Al
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Hon. Olympia J. Snowe Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
Chair, Oceans, Fisheries and Chair, Coast Guard and

Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening deévices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. 5'[yhis would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices)] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast éuard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for'the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper training for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,

Signatureg:[%.‘a}'. %’(ﬂ Name: Cgp? é/ G Qﬂj{(é
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. 1:lyhis would im})ose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. [ oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends. :

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
qualitg control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper trainin%hfor the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002
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U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would im7pose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpreser\ce of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
Signature: M L Nam%w G &D‘M‘\_
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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Coast Guard Subcommittee Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
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The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. !l}i\is would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast %uard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response agency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equip ed, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for'the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the dpresence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation testby a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESENTED TO CONGRESS AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD
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United States Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510-1903 Washington, DC 20515-3002

Docket Management Facility
[USCG-2001-8773]

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

400 Seventh St., S.W., Rm. PL-401
Washington, DC 20590-0001

The marine charter industry requests reconsideration of a proposed U.S. Coast Guard requirement to
implement new post-accident alcohol testing measures following a serious marine incident. All vessels
would be required to carry alcohol screening devices on board at all times, and the crew would need to
be trained in their use. This would impose a significant burden on all marine firms, especially small
operators. This notice [USCG-2001-8773] was published on February 28, 2003 to invite public
comment. I oppose this proposed rule as written for the reasons stated below and seek changes to
avoid the negative impact that it would have on the marine charter industry and my business.

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION:

1. Small Business Impact: The Coast Guard greatly underestimated the cost of this requirement
on small businesses, and even acknowledges: “...the cost of the less expensive ASDs [Alcohol
Screening Devices] could still be too expensive for the smallest commercial vessel operators and
owners.” Small businesses will face the constant and costly cycle of purchase and disposal of
the devices as their shelf-life ends.

2. Congressional Intent: Congress’ intent in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for FY 1998 and
1999 was for the U.S. Coast Guard, and not small firms, to conduct post-incident alcohol
testing. The Coast Guard is the lead marine incident response algency responsible for the
monitoring and enforcement of prompt compliance with federal testing rules. Coast Guard
vessels are equipped, and the crew is already trained to conduct the tests.

3. Device Quality Control and Suitability for the Marine Environment: This requirement will
not yield accurate alcohol tests because use of ASDs are impractical without standards of
selection and usage, and storage in the hostile marine environment will lead to a rapid
disintegration in the accuracy of the devices.

4. Collection and Test Administration Control: The Coast Guard does not address how to ensure
quality control and objectivity in testing. For instance, what happens when a Captain must
self-administer the test because he is the only crew aboard the vessel?

5. The Proposal is Only a Partial Solution: Use of ASDs, which are capable of producing a false
negative result, provides only an indication of the presence of alcohol and not a quantitative
measure. Only with proper fraining for the test administrator, and a confirmation test by a
more expensive testing device, can the certainty of the results be accurately determined.

I want to urge you to support revising this rule so that the Coast Guard itself conducts post-serious
marine incident alcohol testing in cases where those involved are unable to be tested on land by trained
professionals within the stated time limit. This will ensure that adequately trained professionals
correctly administer the test, collect and analyze the results, and provide the accuracy necessary to
maintain the integrity of the chemical testing program. Additionally, it will remove a costly burden
from small marine firms that can ill afford it, as the Coast Guard itself has acknowledged.

Sincerely,
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PLEASE FILL OUT, SIGN AND RETURN TO NMCA IN THE ENCLOSED REPLY ENVELOPE BY JUNE 10, 2003 IN
ORDER TO BE PRESE